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11 James Romeo was convicted after a jury trial of five counts of armed

robbery, five counts of aggravated robbery, nine counts of kidnapping, and twelve counts
of aggravated assault involving nine victims. Except for five of the aggravated assault
counts, the jury found each offense to be a dangerous offense and that two each of the

kidnapping and aggravated assault counts were dangerous crimes against children. The



trial court sentenced Romeo to a combination of concurrent and consecutive, presumptive
prison terms totaling 104 years.

12 Counsel has filed a brief pursuant to Anders v. California, 386 U.S. 738
(1967), and State v. Clark, 196 Ariz. 530, 2 P.3d 89 (App. 1999), in which he avows he

b

has reviewed the record but has found no “error or arguable questions of law” and
requests that we search the record for error. Romeo has filed a supplemental brief,
arguing the trial court improperly denied his counsel’s motion to withdraw, his speedy
trial rights were violated, and a juror should have been excused because he was a friend
of the victims.

13 Viewed in the light most favorable to sustaining the verdicts, the evidence
was sufficient to support the jury’s findings of guilt. See State v. Tamplin, 195 Ariz. 246,
1 2, 986 P.2d 914, 914 (App. 1999); see also A.R.S. 88 13-705(D); 13-1204(A)(2), (4),
(6); 13-1304(A); 13-1903(A); 13-1904(A). The evidence shows that, in November 20009,
Romeo and several accomplices entered a residence and bound the four adults in the
home with duct tape. Four minors in the home—two under the age of fifteen—also were
taken captive, as was a fifth adult who had arrived during the incident. Romeo punched
and kicked one of the victims several times, and punched another, also using a taser on
that victim. At least one of Romeo’s accomplices carried a gun throughout the incident,
threatening several victims. The assailants took items from the adult victims.

14 Although Romeo raises several arguments in his supplemental brief, it is

devoid of citations to the record or to legal authority and does not comply in any



meaningful way with Rule 31.13(c), Ariz. R. Crim. P. Litigants proceeding pro se are
held to the same standards as attorneys. See State v. Cornell, 179 Ariz. 314, 331, 878
P.2d 1352, 1369 (1994). His failure to properly develop or support his claims constitutes
waiver of those claims on appeal. See State v. Bolton, 182 Ariz. 290, 298, 896 P.2d 830,
838 (1995) (defendant waives claims insufficiently argued). The materials relevant to
those claims are, however, part of the record we have reviewed for error, and based on
that review we find his claims to be without merit.

15 Romeo’s sentences were within the prescribed statutory range and were
imposed lawfully. See A.R.S. 88§ 13-702(D); 13-704(A); 13-705(D), (M); 13-1204(D);
13-1304(B); 13-1903(B); 13-1904(B). Pursuant to our obligation under Anders, we have
searched the record for reversible error and, having found none, Romeo’s convictions and

sentences are affirmed.
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